One of numerous definitions of tourism says that "tourism is a phenomenon which encompasses all the forms of behaviour which are exclusively or partly oriented at satisfaction of the need for rest, in which the primary role is played by the fact of being in the environment [which is] different from the everyday one" (Bodewes, 1979). This definition, which concerns also the notion of outdoor recreation summarizes not only the essence of both these forms of human activity, but also indicates the fact that it is human behaviour that influences directly the state of natural environment and thereby the effects, both related to health and to psycho-cultural sphere, for the individuals taking rest in nature, become visible. That is why cognition of the essence of human behaviour has the primary importance for virtually all the activities connected with the shaping of the tourist movements, and especially in the analysis of interactions between tourism and recreation on the one hand and nature on the other (Edington, Edington, 1986).
without deeper insight into interpretation, this leading to depreciation of research on human behaviour. It was only in the recent years that a rebirth occurred of this kind of studies, though based now on different, the so called compositionist principles, accounting both for the models of behaviour itself and for its -primarily psychological -conditioning (Pearce, 1982) . This allowed the conduct of the more in-depth studies, of all kinds of typological and classificatory analyses, putting into order the numerous elementary information pieces and integrating them into definite systems.
In this compositionist setting two basic elements are distinguished: the so called individual behaviours, through which concrete behaviour acts are realized, not always having goal oriented character, and the so called action chains, namely usually precisely defined sequences of individual behaviour acts which make it possible to achieve a definite goal or which are forced by the situation. In the context of studies concerning tourist behaviour none of these components can be neglected, though particular significance should be attached to the last component. Action chains distinguish namely the types of behaviour (which are called in the tourist literature kinds of tourism, tourist-and-recreation activities etc.), determining their structure, internal cohesion, effectiveness in the attainment of goals etc. Types of behaviour are therefore the basic typological unit and they will constitute the object of further considerations.
Before passing over to the interrelations between tourism and recreation on the one hand and nature on the other we ought to devote some attention to the second component of these relations, that is -to nature or natural environment -as to the stage and the primary forming agent of the tourist and recreational behaviour. Natural environment has been and is the object of studies concerning its value and functional utility for the here considered forms of social activity. Still, in spite of the doubtless achievements in this domain, there exist still a number of problems which are as yet not fully cognized. This applies both to the divergences between the assessments of the specialists, primarily natural scientists, and the feelings of the users, and to the shortcomings of the holistic, systemic approach to the natural environment in its connection with the tourist activity of the users (see Bogucki, 1990) .
Landscape is for a tourist not the same entity which is studied both by natural sciences and the socio-economic empirical research. This is so because the landscape represents a different sense for a user. The difference consists in the fact that among a vast number of interpretation proposals which are generated by nature other ones are selected by the specialists than those selected by the usual tourists or vacationers. The universes of impressions and the interpretations of the surrounding reality are in this case different.
For a specialist, a geographer or a biologist, landscape is a pure cartesian space, while for a tourist neither a kilometer equals another kilometer (e.g. uphill or downhill), nor an hour is equal another hour. In the eyes of a tourist natural environment is not only a spatial composition made of the objectively existing things and phenomena but -perhaps even primarilya subjective world of values, an image of culture full of various meanings.
Culture, which shapes the very receiver of impressions and the way she/he perceives the world, both widens and limits that which is seen. Widens -since it establishes and assigns to nature the meanings, myths and symbols -and thereby it enriches the observed reality by the values which are not a priori assigned to nature. Limits -because it creates certain quite stiff interpretation schemes from which it is difficult to liberate oneself. Everything, which does not fit these schemes, forms for a receiver, the "dumping ground of the instantaneous impressions" -patches, colours, textures -incomprehensible and ultimately indifferently absorbed, irrespective of the fact that they may have high utility for tourism or recreation. In such cases the receiver has to be convinced, even through creation of ad hoc myths and symbols, as it happens, for instance, in the activities putting preference on various forms of recreation in landscapes which are by their very nature poor in terms of most evident tourist and recreation assets.
The questions here considered are rarely taken up in the studies devoted to the assessment of natural environment from the point of view of the needs of tourism and recreation, excepting the recently fashionable studies into the esthetical perception of landscape, referring exclusively to the evaluation of what is seen and how it is seen, and omitting, by the very nature of things, what is felt when perceiving, that is -the feelings, impressions etc., which altogether form the so called "spirit of place".
The second problem which is worth a broader comment is the manner of analysing the space (landscape) for the needs of tourism and recreation. In the vast majority of studies devoted to this problem the analytical approach dominates -the perception and the assessment of every element separately. A forest here, a meadow there, a cultivated field somewhere else, yet in some other place a river or a lake. These elements are assessed and evaluated as the self-standing tourist and recreation assets of definite rank and significance. In such a perspective a landscape is a sum of the independent component parts. This perspective loses therefore the holistic nature of the landscape, its supraelementary features or properties, not without importance for the rational tourist development and for the very tourism or recreation. It is namely obvious that not the quality (utility) of the individual fragments of landscape alone, but also relations and dependences between these fragments as well as among the neighbouring landscapes decide of the true tourist value of the geographical environment.
In the geoecological approach the geographical environment, the landscape, is treated as a whole, as a sui generis spatial system, which, besides definite elementary components (e.g. lithological, hypsometric, biologi-cal, anthropogenic etc.), has distinct characteristic systemic-structural features. From among many of them we will focus our attention here on these which are significant from the point of view taken in this paper (Krzymowska-Kostrowicka, 1994). They are:
1. The dimension of configuration, i.e. the allocation of particular elements of the environment in the landscape, their magnitude, shape, length of boundaries, nature of neighbourhood, presence or absence of the transitory zones, that is -the variables which usually enter the scope of geographical study. The measure of spatial configuration is the degree of diversification and dismemberment of the structural units forming the setting, for instance -of the relief, of vegetation or of the open waters. From the point of view of tourism and recreation the dimension of the spatial configuration has essential significance, since it defines both the nature and the manner of development.
2. The dimension of specialization defines the leading functions of the landscape units, and so their mono-or poly-functionality, as well as the land use types. From the point of view of our interest here the character and the degree of specialization of landscape do decide of the forms of torn ism or recreation which will dominate over a given area, and of the ones which will not be implemented there.
3. The dimension of centralization, that is -the degree of dependence of the existing and preferred types of tourism upon some central agent, either of natural character (for instance -upon the conditions for alpine skiing or sunbathing and sea bathing, or upon organizational conditions of tourism, concentration of hotel and service infrastructure etc.). This dimension makes it possible to determine the level of concentration and its spatial image in the region.
4. The dimension of stabilization, that is -the effectiveness and reliability of the mechanisms conditioning the persistence and the invariability, both of the individual fragments of the environment and of the whole landscape (e.g. the sea coast), and therefore -the stability of the forms of tourist and recreational use, given, of course, the unchanged charge on the land, in accordance with its natural carrying capacity. 7. The dimension of symbolization, defining the scope of psychocultural assets imbedded in the landscape (or in its component parts), bringing out in a tourist the specific emotional states. This concerns both the esthetic feelings and the influence of symbols, signs, individual and social memories (e.g. connected with the history of the country, the nation, or a region), assigning to nature an additional meaning and value important from the point of view of tourism.
The here shortly outlined prerequisites for the systemic, geoecological approach to natural environment establish the possibility of a multifaceted consideration of its utility for tourism and recreation, giving simultaneously the theoretical and methodological foundations for its appropriate development.
Tourism and recreation are the acts of behaviour and it is through behaviour, both of individuals and groups, that one can most easily comprehend and grasp its sense and the true meaning. As previously mentioned, it is not sufficient, though, to analyse behaviour alone, it is also necessary to understand the so called deep structures, defining the causes, motivations and effects, both with respect to man and to nature.
The complexity of the phenomenon, its multiplicity of levels and multiplicity of meanings, make it difficult to elaborate some unique classification or typology of behaviour. The basic typological units: behaviour patterns, and their sums -behaviour types, in spite of superficial behavioural similarity -may have differing origins, and their consequences, especially the social ones, may also be different. This depends upon 1) the psychophysiological and sociocultural basis for behaviour; 2) the envisaged goal of participation in tourism or recreation; 3) connections of an individual with other people, that is -upon its situation within the group; 4) the social status, profession performed, education etc., i.e. -the social roles taken on in everyday life (Vayda, 1979).
In relation to nature human behaviour is homogeneous and its effects on the environment depend upon the nature of a given behaviour type and upon the number of persons participating, while with respect to the participants themselves -they are heterogeneous, dependent upon the conditions mentioned before. A different advantage from participation in a given type of activity will be gained by a person focussed on nature, than by a person of sociocentric orientation, or by a person of utilitarian orientation. Since the subject of this paper is the relation between tourism and recreation on the one hand and nature on the other, the problems of conditioning will only be signalled here, while primary attention is paid to the interdependence between the types of tourist and recreational behaviour and the natural environment.
The list of most popular types of tourist behaviour in nature, based upon the source information from various countries of the world, is presented in Table 1 . It encompasses, from among more than 100 types of tourist behaviour in nature, only those whose popularity in the averaged opinion of the respondents, is higher than 10%. The remaining types, although sometimes significant for nature, like hunting, collecting of natural objects, or diving, were omitted. The names of particular types were adopted in the form used in the source reports analysed, and that is why, side by side with the precisely defined types we can find fuzzy and ambiguous notions like for instance "peaceful rest in nature". Table 1 presents the averaged popularity, which in fact varies according to countries. And so, horse riding (average score: 11%) has the rating of 22.3% in the U.S., and 20.9% in Germany; the deep sea sports fishing (average score of 10.0%) attains the rating of some 40% in Australia or in the Caribbean, while in Russia or in Poland -only approximately 1%.
A separate question, especially important in planning and forecasting of tourism and recreation, is constituted by the spatial coincidence and separation of the types of behaviour. Three main alternatives are distinguished in this case: collaboration, neutrality and competition of the types, both with respect to the assets and to the space itself. Collaboration occurs when the manner of using nature by one of the types enriches in a way the scope of behaviour in another one; neutrality is expressed through lack of both collaboration and competition; finally, competition occurs there, where there is unresolvable contradiction between the types. The matrix of relations among the selected types of behaviour is provided in Figure 1 .
The interactions between tourism and recreation and natural environment have the features of a sui generis exchange. On the one hand, nature not only offers but also transmits to people various values (related to health, cognition etc.), on the other hand -tourists or holidaymakers influence through their activity the enviroment, destroying it or, more rarely, enriching it.
The fundamental task in characterization of mutual relations in terms of the exchange theory is to make precise: a) between whom the exchange takes place, b) what is the object of exchange, c) what are the channels and means of exchange, d) what are the effects of exchange for both sides. Certainly, any interaction or exchange is expressed in behaviour and it is through behaviour only that it becomes legible. It is not the man as such but concrete human behaviour that influences nature, which, in turn, reacts not in an amorphous way, but through changes in behaviour of its elements. One should note that the character of mutual influences can be unequivocally defined only at the lowest level of detail, for on the higher levels it can take other values. The very same type of behaviour may be evaluated negatively at the level of phytocoenosis, while being evaluated positively at the level of landscape. Thus, for instance, water motoring activities are by their very nature harmful not only for the hydrocoenoses, but also for people taking rest on the water, while when seen from far distance, as an element of visual landscape, this activity can be treated as a form enriching the view.
It is well known that no landscape used by tourists is isolated from outside influences coming from its systemic environment. Thus, obtaining of a true image of the influence exerted by tourism on the environment requires its adequate isolation from the whole spectrum of anthropopressure. It is not always so that the deformation of the vegetation cover on the tourist areas is the effect of treading. It may happen that it results from a cumulation of pollutants which are often transported from far places, or that it is the effect of changes in the groundwater level due to drainage of the neighbouring areas. Neglect of these external impacts causes frequent overestimation of the negative role of tourism and recreation in relation to nature. The present paper does of course not exhaust the scope of problems encountered. It is just an attempt at presentation of the selected questions ft linked with the tourism/environment interaction in a somewhat different perspective than that in which it is usually perceived.
